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This is a request for a review of the rejection made in the June 27, 2007 Final Office 
Action in the above case. A review is requested with respect to the errors specifically 
identified below. 



The claimed invention is directed to a skew shape variable laminated iron core 10 
and its method of manufacture. As set forth in apparatus claim 1 , the iron core 10, 
shown in Fig. 1, consists of a lowermost iron core piece 13, and core pieces 14, 15 
laminated in alternating fashion upon the lowermost core piece 13. 

As seen additionally in Fig. 2, the core pieces 14,15 are laminated through the use 
of caulking projections 22, 24, respectively on the core pieces 14, 15, that fit in caulking 
holes 25, 23 on the core pieces 15, 14, respectively. 

As seen in Figs. 1 and 2, the cooperating caulking projections 22, 24 and caulking 
holes 25, 23 are formed at different positions at the same radius from a rotation center 1 6. 
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As seen in Fig. 1 , the exemplary caulking holes 23 have an arc shape as viewed 
from the rotation center 1 6. The caulking holes 23 are longer in a circumferential direction 
than the caulking projection 24 fitted therein so that a gap is formed in the circumferential 
direction of each of the caulking holes. 

With the above construction, and exemplary core pieces 14, 15 laminated together 
such that the caulking projections 22 are fitted within the caulking holes 25, the caulking 
projections 22 are movable circumferentially within their respective caulking holes 25, 
thereby to allow the laminated core pieces 14, 15 to move relative to each other 
around the rotation center 16 a predetermined amount. 

Method claim 5 parallels apparatus claim 1 sufficiently that the arguments made with 
respect to claim 1 herein are generally applicable also to claim 5. 

The Rejection of Claims 
Claims 1 and 3-1 2 are currently pending in the application. All pending claims stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as obvious over U.S. Patent No. 5,923,112, to Bertocchi 
et al. (Bertocchi), in view of JP-2002-1 3601 5 (JP '01 5). 

Pending Claims 

Claim 1 is the only apparatus claim. Since the only independent method claim, 
claim 5, parallels claim 1 with respect to the limitations that will be discussed herein, only 
claim 1 will be addressed. 

Error No. 1 

Bertocchi does not clearly disclose laminated core pieces that can be moved, one 
relative to the other, about a rotation center, as alleged by the Examiner. 
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Argument 

As noted on page 2 of Applicant's Request for Reconsideration, mailed on October 
4, 2007, the MPEP requires that a disclosure, in a piece of prior art in which the Examiner 
relies, be "clear". 1 

First of all, it is significant to note that Bertocchi nowhere expressly discloses the 
ability to relatively move paired core pieces after they are laminated together, utilizing 
in Bertocchi's case the clips 3, corresponding to Applicant's claimed caulking projections, 
and cavities 6, corresponding to Applicant's claimed caulking holes. 

It is also significant to note that the Examiner acknowledges on page 6, lines 8-9 of 
the June 27, 2007 Final Action, that Bertocchi does not teach caulking holes with the 
required "arc shape" that permits relative turning between core pieces after lamination. 
As seen in Figs. 2 and 3 of Bertocchi, the clips 3 and cavities 6 appear to be substantially 
straight. As seen in Fig. 2, the clips 3 fill the cavities 6. With this configuration, no relative 
rotation of laminated layers would be possible around the corresponding rotation center. 

Even if the clips 3 had a lesser circumferential dimension than the cavities 6 within 
which they reside, in the absence of there being an arcuate shape for the cavities 6, the 
required relative movement between the laminated core pieces could not occur. As seen 
in the illustration below, if the cavity 6 is straight rather than arcuate, as shown in Fig. A, 
the clip 3 can be pressed therein but is keyed against turning by cooperating surfaces S1 , 
S2 and S3, S4. 




"fig, b 



If the core pieces are relatively moved about the rotation center to the Fig. B 
position, the surfaces S1, S2 and S3, S4 misalign and interfere, as a consequence of 
which there must be deformation to allow the clips 3 to be force fit into the cavities 6. The 



1 While the specific MPEP section relates to anticipation, the same standard is 
believed clearly applicable to any disclosure relied upon for an art rejection. 
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result of this is that the core pieces become locked against movement, each relative to the 
other, around the rotation center, once laminated. Thus, they would be incapable of 
relative movement as claimed. 

The Examiner relies primarily on the disclosure in col. 3, lines 24-35 of Bertocchi, 
which is based upon Figs. 2 and 4 therein, to support her rejection. As explained in the 
bridging paragraph between pages 2 and 3 and the following paragraph on page 3 of 
applicant's Request for Reconsideration, the precise location of this view is not clear. 
However, even if Fig. 4 represents a cross-section through a circle around the rotation 
center, as noted above, if the cavities 6 are not arcuate to allow the clips 3 to move 
guidingly therein after lamination, the claimed arrangement does not result. That is, if the 
layers were shifted from the Fig. 4 orientation, corresponding to that in Fig. A, above, into 
the Fig. B orientation, above, the clips 3 would become wedged fixedly in the cavities 6 
after lamination. 

This interpretation is consistent with the fact that Bertocchi emphasizes the "rigidity" 
of the resulting core structure, as explained on page 4 of applicant's Request for 
Reconsideration. 

Error No. 2 

The Examiner misinterprets Bertocchi's reorientation of core pieces through the 
angle B as corresponding to the claimed relative movement between core pieces (see 
Final Office Action, bridging paragraph between pages 5 and 6). 

Argument 

As noted on page 3 of Applicant's Request for Reconsideration, Bertocchi discloses 
turning of core pieces through an angle B to accommodate/flatten deviations in the metal 
strips. This turning occurs before there is lamination and relates to two different relative 
orientations in which core pieces might be placed preparatory to lamination. This 
disclosure in no way teaches or makes obvious the ability to turn core pieces around a 
rotation center after lamination, as claimed. 
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Error No. 3 

It would not be obvious to modify Bertocchi's cavities 6 to the arcuate shape shown 
in JP'015. 

Argument 

Since neither Bertocchi nor JP '01 5 addresses the desirability of turning core pieces 
after they are laminated, the only motivation for modifying Bertocchi's cavities 6 would be 
Applicant's own disclosure. 

Conclusion 

It is respectfully requested that the panel review the Examiner's June 27, 2007 Final 
Rejection, particularly based upon the errors noted above, and that the Examiner's 
rejection of all pending claims be reversed. 
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